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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Nardia Alice Nanette Yozin.  I hold the position of Advisor, 

Planning at the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (“CERA”).  I 

have been in this position since December 2013. 

1.2 This is the fourth statement of evidence I have prepared for the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (“Replacement Plan”).  My 

previous statements of evidence were: 

(a) my first statement of evidence related to the hearing for the Stage 1 

and 2 notified provisions for Proposal 12 (Hazardous Substances 

and Contaminated Land);1 

(b) my second statement of evidence related to the hearing for the 

Stage 2 notified provisions for Proposal 11 (Utilities and Energy 

Proposal);2 and 

(c) my third statement of evidence related to the hearing for the Specific 

Purpose (Burwood Landfill and Resource Recovery Park) Zone 

Proposal.3 

1.3 I have been engaged by the Crown, through CERA, to give specific 

planning evidence in relation to the Crown's submission on the Stage 3 

notification of Proposal 13.13 (Utilities and Energy) ("Proposal 13.13") and 

Proposal 13.16 (Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land) 

(“Proposal 13.16”).  

1.4 This statement of evidence covers both Proposal 13.13 and Proposal 

13.16. 

1.5 I continue to support the views I expressed in my previous statements, 

including those of particular relevance to this hearing:  

(a) my second statement of evidence for Proposal 11 (Utilities and 

Energy); and 

(b) my first statement of evidence for Proposal 12 (Hazardous 

Substances and Contaminated Land).   

                                                
1
 Available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-12-hazardous-substances-and-

contaminated-land-deferred-to-stage-2/ under the heading "Submitter Evidence". 
2
 Available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-11-utilities-energy-and-infrastructure-

stage-2/ under the heading "Submitter Evidence". 
3
 Available for download http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-21-specific-purpose-zones-zones-listed-

below-only-stage-3// under the heading "Submitter Evidence". 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-12-hazardous-substances-and-contaminated-land-deferred-to-stage-2/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-12-hazardous-substances-and-contaminated-land-deferred-to-stage-2/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-11-utilities-energy-and-infrastructure-stage-2/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-11-utilities-energy-and-infrastructure-stage-2/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-21-specific-purpose-zones-zones-listed-below-only-stage-3/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-21-specific-purpose-zones-zones-listed-below-only-stage-3/
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1.6 Rather than repeating that evidence, I will adopt that evidence for the 

purposes of this fourth statement of evidence.  I also continue to support 

the revised version of Proposal 12 and accompanying section 32 reports as 

agreed between the Crown and the Council and submitted to the Hearings 

Panel on 27 November 2015 ("Agreed Proposal 12").  I am one of the 

authors of the Agreed Proposal 12 provisions.4 

1.7 A summary of my qualifications and relevant past experience is provided at 

paragraph 1.2 of my first statement of evidence. 

1.8 I have been providing the Crown with my expertise in relation to Proposal 

13.13 and Proposal 13.16 since early 2015.   

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the Hearings Panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

2.4 While I am employed by CERA, my employer and I recognise my overriding 

obligation to the Hearing’s Panel in presenting my evidence. 

2.5 CERA has agreed to me giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance 

with my duties under the Code of Conduct. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide evidence in relation to Proposal 13.13 and 

Proposal 13.16 as revised and attached to the evidence of Ms Jenkin and 

Mr Blair for the Council dated 16 December 2015, respectively ("Revised 

Proposals").  I will address both Proposals in turn. 

                                                
4
 Along with the Council's planning expert Mr Scott Blair.   
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3.2 I will also provide contextual planning evidence on provisions around the 

height, size, and bulk of utility cabinets in the Avon River Precinct. 

3.3 A list of documents and evidence I have drawn upon in forming my views is 

set out in Attachment A to this evidence.   

3.4 I attended formal mediation for the Crown on Tuesday 8 December 2015 

and have reviewed the provisions contained in the Revised Utilities and 

Energy Proposal, appended to Ms Jenkin's evidence dated 16 December 

2015.  I agree the Revised Proposal best achieves the purpose of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA”).   

3.5 Tables detailing the Crown's submission points, including the relevant 

specific submission points raised by the Crown in respect of Proposal 

13.13, are attached as Appendix 4 to Mr Gimblett's evidence.5  The 

provisions which the Crown submitted on for Proposal 13.13 are identified, 

along with the Council's response as set out in Ms Jenkin's evidence, and 

my recommendation in respect of each submission point.  

3.6 I have not carried out the same exercise for Proposal 13.16.  Following the 

Proposal 12 (Stage 2) hearing, the Hearings Panel directed that Proposal 

12 be substantively redrafted, in line with the Crown's position.  The Agreed 

Proposal 12 was drafted subsequent to that direction.  The Revised 

Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land Proposal simply updates 

the Agreed Proposal 12 to include the Central City where necessary.  This 

is largely removing wording which excludes the Central City from the 

Agreed Proposal 12.   

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 I have undertaken my own evaluation of the provisions in the Revised 

Proposals and I reach similar conclusions to those of Ms Jenkin for the 

Revised Utilities and Energy Proposal and Mr Blair for the Revised 

Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land Proposal.  

4.2 The provisions of the Revised Utilities and Energy Proposal have been 

agreed between the Council and the Crown following mediation, while the 

provisions of the Revised Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land 

Proposal reflect the Agreed Proposal 12, with the necessary minor 

amendments to refer to the Central City zones. 

                                                
5
 The table relevant to Proposal 13.13 is at pages 129 to 134 of Mr Gimblett's evidence (Appendix 4). 
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4.3 I consider that the provisions in both Revised Proposals are the most 

appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA, are consistent with the 

higher order planning documents and will implement the objectives in the 

Strategic Directions Chapter.  

4.4 The one provision I wish to highlight is rule 11.3.1.1 (P4)6 which provides 

for a stricter permitted activity cabinet size limit in the Open Space - Avon 

River Precinct (Papa o Otakaro) Zone ("Avon River Precinct") than in 

every other zone throughout Christchurch.  This provision has been agreed 

between the Council and the Crown.   

4.5 However, I would only support this different size limit on the basis that it is 

necessary for consistency with the CCRP.  I do not consider this different 

size limit necessary in practical or planning terms.   

5. REVISED UTILITIES AND ENERGY PROPOSAL 

5.1 I support the Revised Utilities and Energy Proposal, which is Proposal 11 

updated to contain reference to, and/ or specific provisions of, the Central 

City Proposal 13.13.  The provisions of the Revised Utilities and Energy 

Proposal have been agreed between the Council and the Crown. 

5.2 I consider that the Revised Utilities and Energy Proposal addresses a 

number of the Crown’s submission and further submission points and is 

consistent with my earlier evidence.  Details of these particular submission 

points are contained in Appendix 4 to Mr Gimblett's evidence.7 

5.3 I consider that the Revised Utilities and Energy Proposal is the most 

appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA, is consistent with the 

higher order planning documents and will implement the objectives in the 

Strategic Directions Chapter.  In particular, I consider that the provisions in 

the Revised Proposal 11: 

(a) Implement Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.7, 3.3.12 

and 3.3.13 as referred to in paragraphs 5.3(a), (b), (c), and (d) of my 

second statement of evidence;  

(b) Implement Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.8 – Revitalising the 

Central City.  This is because utilities and their structures would be 

subject to a permissive set of standards which encourage 

                                                
6
 Previously 13.13.2.2.1(P3). 

7
 See pages 129 to 134 of Mr Gimblett's evidence (Appendix 4). 
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investment in renewable energy and the efficient and effective 

operation of utility structures within the Central City; 

(c) Have particular regard to the Statement of Expectations (“SOE”), 

particularly (a), (b), (c) and (i); 

(d) Give effect to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("RPS"), in 

particular: 

(i) Those objectives and policies listed in paragraph 5.3 (f)(i) 

and (f)(ii) of my second statement of evidence; 

(ii) Objectives 16.2.1 and 16.2.2, and Policies 16.3.2, 16.3.3, 

16.3.5; 

(e) Are consistent with: 

(i) The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch: Mahere 

Haumanutanga o Waitaha ("Recovery Strategy"), 

particularly goals 2.11, 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3; and 

(ii) The intent of the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan Te 

Mahere ‘Maraka Ōtautahi’ ("CCRP"), by providing for new 

and efficient technologies to be incorporated into the urban 

fabric of the Central City and through incorporating the 

utilities specific changes sought through Appendix 1: 

Amendments to the Christchurch City Council’s District Plan. 

Utility Cabinets in the Avon River Precinct 

5.4 The Crown's submission sought that 13.13.2.2.1(P3) be amended to 

include specific dimensions for utility structures in the Avon River Precinct 

(5m² and 3m in height).8  This amendment sought by the Crown was to 

ensure the Proposal is consistent with the CCRP.9  

5.5 This provision is now 11.3.1.1(P4) in the Revised Utilities and Energy 

Proposal.  

5.6 In her evidence, Ms Jenkin has accepted this submission point on the basis 

that it is necessary to achieve consistency with the CCRP.  Ms Jenkin goes 

on to say: 

                                                
8
 Submission point 3721.1026 

9
 Appendix 1: Amendments to the Christchurch City Council’s District Plan, Conservation 5 Zone, Rule 4.4.4, pg 

26. 
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"However, I consider these cabinet sizes to be inconsistent with the 

existing Activity Specific Standards.  I understand the provision was ‘rolled 

over’ from the operative Christchurch District Plan, without any specific 

consideration of utility cabinet size requirements. Subsequent to release of 

the CCRP the operative District Plan provisions have been revised and 

notified in the pRDP, and evidence has been received from utility operators 

such as NZ Policy and The Utilities Group in the Stage 2 Utilities and 

Energy hearing about their functional and operational requirements for 

utility cabinets. All evidence points to this specific provision in the Avon 

River Precinct being unnecessary."
10 

5.7 I note that the amendment made to the Operative Plan through the CCRP 

regarding dimensions of utility cabinets in the Avon River Precinct was a 

consequential amendment.  The amendment was simply intended to ensure 

that the new Conservation 5 Zone was appropriately referenced in 

Operative Plan Rules, by adding that zone to the list of zones already 

covered by the rule.  The specific amendment in the CCRP – Appendix 1: 

Amendments to the Christchurch City Council’s District Plan was: 

Amend the Utilities rules in Part 9 to include reference to Conservation 

5 Zone as follows: 

4.4.4 OTHER UTILITY STRUCTURES 

(…) 

(a) Where it is located in the Conservation 1, 1B, 2, 3 or 5 Zones and 

exceeds a gross floor areas of 5m², or a height of 3 metres; 

(…) 

5.8 The amendment through the CCRP regarding the size of utility cabinets in 

the Avon River Precinct was not based on any technical requirements of the 

cabinets.  It occurred to ensure that the new zone being created through the 

CCRP was covered by the existing operative rules (and treated in the same 

way as the other Conservation zones already referred to in the relevant 

rule).  

5.9 I understand that if the utility cabinet size provision as set out in the CCRP 

(and the Revised Utilities and Energy Proposal) is retained, there will be a 

different permitted activity dimension for utility cabinets within the Avon 

                                                
10

 Ms Sarah Lea Jenkin Evidence, dated 16 December 2015, para 8.6. 
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River Precinct (floor area of 5m² and 3m in height) and in every other zone 

throughout Christchurch (floor area of 10m² and height of 2.5m).11  In 

particular, I note that the lower limit (5m² x 3m in height) has not been 

applied to any other zones that might be considered particularly sensitive, 

outside the Central City.   

5.10 In my view, preserving this discrepancy without sufficient justification is 

unclear and raises inconsistencies within the Proposal itself.  I do not 

consider there to be any basis in the relevant proposed objectives or 

policies for any difference in the maximum cabinet size in the Avon River 

Precinct as opposed to other sensitive zones outside the Central City. 

5.11 I would only support the inclusion of different dimensions for utility cabinets 

in the Avon River Precinct on the basis that it is necessary for consistency 

with the CCRP.  I do not consider that from a practical / operational or 

planning perspective, these different dimensions are necessary.  In this 

respect I agree with Ms Jenkin. 

5.12 If the Panel considers that there is no need to apply a different cabinet size 

limit in the Avon River Precinct, the text that refers specifically to the Avon 

River Precinct in Rule 11.3.1.1(P4) in the Revised Utilities and Energy 

Proposal could simply be deleted.  This will result in the larger (10m² and 2.5m 

in height) limit applying by default. 

6. REVISED HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND CONTAMINATED LAND 

PROPOSAL 

6.1 As outlined in Mr Blair’s evidence, following the Proposal 12 hearing, the 

Hearings Panel directed that the Crown and Council work to redraft 

Proposal 12.  The Agreed Proposal 12 was submitted to the Hearings Panel 

on 16 November 2015. 

6.2 The Revised Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land Proposal is 

essentially the Agreed Proposal 12, with minor subsequent amendments to 

include reference to the Central City Zones where necessary.  I support the 

Revised Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land Proposal. 

6.3 I consider that the Revised Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land 

Proposal is the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA, is 

consistent with the higher order planning documents and will implement the 

                                                
11

 There is a lower limit for telecommunications utility cabinets: a floor area of 2m² and 2m in height.  This applies 
in all zones including the Avon River Precinct.  
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objectives in the Strategic Directions Chapter.  In particular, I consider that 

the provisions in the Revised Hazardous Substances and Contaminated 

Land Proposal: 

(a) Implement Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.1 – Enabling recovery 

and facilitating future enhancement of the district.  The Revised 

Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land Proposal provides 

certainty and simplicity around requirements for the use and storage 

of hazardous substances in the Central City; 

(b) Implement Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2 – Clarity of language 

and efficiency.  The Revised Hazardous Substances and 

Contaminated Land Proposal provides that the storage, use and 

disposal of hazardous substances will in most cases be a permitted 

activity, with no need to refer to any detailed volume threshold 

tables.  This provides for a clear and easy to use chapter that will 

minimise transaction costs and reduce the reliance on resource 

consent processes, removing duplication with the Hazardous 

Substances and New Organisms Act 1996, the Resource 

Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and 

Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) 

Regulations 2010 and the Land and Water Regional Plan; 

(c) Implement Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7 – Urban growth, form 

and design.  The Revised Hazardous Substances and 

Contaminated Land Proposal sets out how activities which use and 

store hazardous substances will be managed in the Central City and 

also provides a policy framework for the rules controlling the use 

and development of contaminated land; 

(d) Have particular regard to the Statement of Expectations (“SOE”), 

particularly clauses (a), (b) and (i); 

(e) Give effect to the RPS, in particular: 

(i) Objective 17.2.1 and Policies 17.3.1, 17.3.2, 17.3.3 and 

17.3.4; 

(ii) Objective 18.2.1 and Policy 18.3.1; 

(f) Are consistent with: 
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(i) The Recovery Strategy, particularly goals 1.1, 2.8 and 2.11; 

(ii) The intent of the CCRP, by:  

(1) removing unnecessary impediments to the 

redevelopment of sites within the Central City which 

use and store hazardous substances; and  

(2) providing a policy framework for the development and 

management of contaminated sites within the Central 

City. 

 

 

 

Nardia Alice Nanette Yozin 

14 January 2016 
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ATTACHMENT A – LIST OF DOCUMENTS AND EVIDENCE RELIED ON  

(a) The notified version of the Utilities and Energy Proposal 13.13 

(b) The notified version of the Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land 

Proposal 13.16 

(c) The Revised version of the Utilities and Energy Proposal dated 

16 December 2015 

(d) The Revised version of the Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land 

Proposal 13.16 

(e) The Section 32 evaluation report for the Utilities and Energy Proposal 13.13 

(f) The Section 32 evaluation report for the Hazardous Substances and 

Contaminated Land Proposal 

(g) The Agreed Proposal 12 and accompanying Section 32 evaluation report 

dated 16 November 2015 

(h) The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch: Mahere Haumanutanga o 

Waitaha 

(i) The Statement of Expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

(j) The Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone 

(k) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

(l) Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

2014 

(m) Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 

(n) The decision of the Hearings Panel on Strategic Directions and Strategic 

Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 2015 

(o) National Policy Statement for Electricity Transmission 2008 

(p) Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for 

Telecommunications Facilities) Regulations 2008 
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(q) Proposed Amendments to the National Environmental Standards for 

Telecommunications Facilities 2008 – Recommendations for Proposed 

Amendments 

(r) The statement of evidence of Sarah Jenkin for the Council dated 16 

December 2015 

(s) The statement of evidence of Scott Blair for the Council dated 16 December 

2015 

 

 


